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Compared to 2018 data, these numbers reflect a 48.8% decrease in the Operations Bureau and 
a 54.5% decrease in Professional Standards Bureau in Type I force, due in large part to the 
removal of handcuff discomfort from these figures. There was a nearly 60% decrease in the 
Homeland Security and 75% decrease Investigations Bureaus in Type II force. See Table 3.9  
 

 
 

  

 
9 The Department presents these numbers for context only; meaningful inference should not be derived from 
measures of change over a short time period, particularly with the low counts observed here.   
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https://spdblotter.seattle.gov/2019/12/31/spd-files-disparity-report-part-ii-with-the-federal-court/




 

   
 

Table 4:  Subject Race by Force Type 

 

As noted above, the data in tables 3 and 4 numbers reflect distinct uses of force, and one incident 
may include multiple uses reportable of force.  Of 6 distinct subjects involved in OIS incidents, 
one was a White male; one was a Black female; one was an Asian male; one was an Asian female; 
and two were males of a not specified race.  Of the 5 distinct subjects involved in Type III (non-
OIS) incidents, two were White males; one was a Black male; one was a Black female; and one 
was male of a not specified race.  Each of the Type III uses of force is discussed in greater detail 
in Section II of this report. 
 

4. Use of Force by Dispatch Type and Priority11 
 
Officers are logged to calls either by a dispatcher (e.g., in response to a 911 call) or by on-viewing 
an incident (observing an incident while on patrol) and responding.  Of the 1,251 use of force 
reports that could be associated to a CAD12 event in 2019, most (71.2%) were calls in which the 
officer was dispatched in response to a call for service from the public.  A breakdown of use of 
force, by type, distinguished between dispatches and on-views, is presented in Table 5.    
 
  

 
11 These numbers exclude a small fraction of force reports that could not be cross-referenced with a 
specific CAD event.   
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Table 5: Use of Force by Dispatch Type 

 
 
The reasonableness of force, both in law (see, e.g., Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386 (1989)) and 
in policy (see SPD Manual Section 8.000(4)) is based in part on the totality of the circumstances 
known to the officer at the time the force used, and considered from the perspective of the 
reasonable officer on the scene, rather than with 20/20 hindsight and the benefit of additional 
information.  In that regard, call type and priority can be considered to some degree as a priori 
(theoretical, or deductive) knowledge of the circumstances to which an officer is responding. 

Calls for service, whether dispatched or officer-initiated, are assigned a priority, based on the 
immediacy of the need.  Priority 1 calls are incidents that require an immediate response, 
including incidents that involve obvious immediate danger to the life of a citizen or an officer.  
Priority 2 calls are noted as urgent, or incidents which if not policed quickly could develop into a 
more serious issue (such as a threat of violence, injury, or damage).  Priority 3 calls are 
investigations or minor incidents where response time is not critical to public safety.  Priority 4 
calls involve nuisance complaints, such as fireworks or loud music.  Priority 7 calls are officer-
initiated events, such as traffic stops; Priority 9 is used to indicate administrative tasks or 
downtime.  As would be expected, across force levels, the highest frequency of force occurred in 
connection with Priority 1 calls.  A breakdown of force, by level, call priority, and percent change 
relative to 2018 is presented in Table 613.  As shown, 42.5% of all use of force was associated with 
a Priority 1 call; another 34.1% of force was associated with a Priority 2 call.  The trend of overall 
decline in use of force is seen again across call priority.  

 
13 These numbers exclude a small fraction of force reports that could not be cross-referenced with a specific CAD 
event.   
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Table 6: Levels of Use of Force by Call Priority (2019) 

 
 

When an incident is created by Communications, whether initiated in response to a 911 call for 
service or called in by an officer on-scene, the incident is assigned an initial call type based on 
information that is reported at the outset.  Table 7 sets forth the top ten initial call types that 
were associated with the majority of uses of Type I and Type II force.  Because Type III uses of 
force are statistically random events, they are excluded from this analysis.    

Table 7: Top Ten Initial Call Type by Resulting Level of Use of Force 
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5. Use of Force by Day and Time 
 

Figure 4: Average Use of Force by Day of Week  

The distribution of force across day of the week is shown in Figure 4.  Use of Type I force occurred 
most frequently on Wednesday (16.2%) and Friday (16.1%). Use of Type II force was reported 
most frequently on Saturday (19.6%) and Friday (15.5%). In 2018, Wednesday and Thursday had 
the highest rates of Type I force while in 2019, Type I force shifted to Wednesday and Friday. 
Generally, Type II force was found to be volatile across the week but highest on the weekend. 
Friday (15.5%) and Saturday (19.6% had the highest rates of Type II force in 2019. 

Distribution of force across the watches deviated somewhat from 2018. Type I force was reported 
as occurring slightly more frequently during 2nd watch than during 3rd watch as in 2018.  Type II 
force was most frequently reported on 3rd watch in 2019, though only slightly higher than 2nd 
watch. The majority of Type III - OIS force occurred during 3rd watch, though other Type III force 
tended to happen during 1st and 2nd watch.  See Table 9.   
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Table 9: Distribution of Use of Force by Type and Watch14 

 
Distribution of force across the 24-hour day maintained a curvilinear pattern virtually 
indistinguishable in 2019 relative to 2018, though there was a slight shift of force occurrence 
earlier in the evening.  This visual pattern is confirmed by the presence of two well-fit models 
(see footnotes 12 and 13). See Figure 5. 
  

 
14 Officers are assigned to one three watches.  First watch is from 0300-1200 hours, or 0330-1230.  Second Watch is 
from 1100-2000, or 1130-2030.  Third Watch is from 1900-0400 or 1920-0430.   
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Figure 5: Use of Force Rates by Time of Day1516 

 

6. Location 

 

Analysis of use of force location data is based on the geolocation of the address associated with 
the force incident. Though all use of force incidents record a location address, in 2019, just under 
15% of these addresses did not resolve into geolocated information17. Complete success in the 
geolocation process is not possible with current technology, however the Department is working 
to improve the geolocation process to increase the percentage of incidents included in future 
location analyses. The following analyses are conducted on the approximately 85% of use of force 
incidents recorded in 2019 which resolved correctly.  

In 2019, West precinct had the largest percentage of all use of force (31.6%) while the Southwest 
precinct accounted for just 4.0%. 14.5% of all use of force was not able to be geolocated. 

Table 10: Distribution of Use of Force by Precinct 

 
15 2018 r2 = .60, p = .0003, indicating a large effect trend or well fit model.  
16 2019 r2 = .76, p <.0001, indicating a very large effect trend or very well fit model. 
17 Geolocation is the identification of the real-world longitude and latitude coordinates of UoF incidents. These 
coordinates are used by SPD to accurately analyze the incidents geographically. Ambiguous or non-specific addresses 
associated with UoF incidents are currently not able to be resolved into geolocated coordinates. These address 
locations are spread across Seattle.  
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Figure 6 18 shows the distribution of all geolocated uses of force in 2019. The percent change 
from 2018 to 2019 is consistent across all precincts and aligned with the overall decline in use of 
force attributed in great part to the change in the reporting of handcuffing pain. The West 
precinct saw the smallest decline in overall use of force (-31.5%) while all other precincts saw a 
decline between 50% and 55%. 

 
 

 

 
18 The percentages shown in the figure do not match Table 10 above because Figure 6 does not include the null 
geolocated values. 

Figure 6: All Use of Force 2019 with Percent Change 
2018-2019 
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The distribution of use of force was less evenly distributed in 2019 than it was in 2018. Type I 
force distribution is similar to all use of force because it makes up the bulk of all force use (see 
Figure 7). Type II force was also significantly less evenly distributed in 2019 than in 2018 (see 
Figure 8). In 2019, the West precinct accounted for 40.9% of Type II force while accounting for 
29.2% in 2018. The Southwest precinct accounted for 5.3% of Type II force in 2019 but just 2.3% 
in 2018 while the North precinct declined to 17.8% from 30.6%. 

Figure 7: Type I Force 2018 and 2019 by Precinct 
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Figure 8: Type II Force 2018 and 2019 by Precinct 
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Most use of force in the West precinct occurred in the King and David sectors (see Figure 9). The 
distribution of force in the North Precinct was more evenly spread among the Nora, Lincoln, and 
Union sectors (see Figure 10). 

Figure 9: West Precinct All Use of Force Distribution 2019 

 

Figure 10: North Precinct All Use of Force Distribution 2019 
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spdblotter.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/Taser-Report-2016.pdf
spdblotter.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/Taser-Report-2016.pdf




assets.lapdonline.org/assets/pdf/2016-use-of-force-year-end-review-small.pdf
assets.lapdonline.org/assets/pdf/2016-use-of-force-year-end-review-small.pdf




 

   
 

Figure 14(a): Taser Effectiveness (Count) by Activation Type 

 

Figure 14(b): Taser Effectiveness (Percent) by Activation Type 
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a. Taser Effectiveness by Subject Distance 

To work in probe, or dart, mode, there must be 
adequate spread between the probes to 
generate a sufficient current to cause NMI.  Due 
to the trajectories and lag of the probe wires, 
the greater the distance the officer is from the 
subject, the greater the spread will be; as 
shown in the graphic to the right, Taser 
estimates an approximate one foot spread per 
seven feet of travel.    Optimum distance for a 
Taser deployment is 7-12 feet, with a target of 
center mass.  In probe mode, the spread 
between probes must be generally be a 
minimum of four inches to be effective. 

The reporting module for Taser deployments requires officers to report their estimated distance 
from the subject by way of four drop-down range selections of 0 feet (as would be the case in 
probe/contact or drive stun mode), 1-5 feet, 6-10 feet, and 11-20 feet.  A breakdown of Taser 
deployments by distance from subject is presented in Figure 15; Figures 16(a) and (b) show a 
breakdown of Taser effectiveness by distance.   
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Figure 15: Taser Deployments by Distance from Subject 

Of the 11 deployments that 
were reported at a distance of 
1-5 feet, six were reported to 
be effective, four were 
reported to be not effective, 
and one was reported to be of 
limited effect.  At a distance of 
6-10 feet, nine of ten 
deployments were reported to 
be effective and one was 
reported to have a limited 
effect; zero activations were 

reported to have no effect. Of the 12 deployments that were reported at a distance of 11-20 feet, 
the majority (9) were reported to have no effect and 3 were reported to be effective.  

 

Figure 16(a): Taser Effectiveness (Count) by Distance from Subject 
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Figure 17(a): Factors Limiting Taser Effectiveness (Count)  

 

 

Figure 17(b): Factors Limiting Taser Effectiveness (Percent)  

Of the 19 Taser 
deployments that 
were reported to be 
not effective or of 
limited effect, 
clothing was 
identified as the 
limiting factor in the 
majority of 
instances (n=11).  In 
four instances, one 
or more Taser 
probes missed the 
subject; in two 

instances, the officers reported insufficient spread between the probes.  Distance was provided 
in one instance and dislodged probes was reported in another. 

  

 
SECTION II:  FORCE INVESTIGATION AND REVIEW 
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�x Fifteen involved Type III use of force by one or more Seattle Police Officers, six of which 
were Officer Involved Shootings (OIS), two of which were fatal. 

�x Two were Officer Involved Shootings (OIS) by King County Deputies, one of which was 
fatal. 

�x One involved force that after investigation will be reclassified. 
�x Two were unintentional firearm discharges that did not result in any injuries.  
�x Two were in-custody deaths which involved subjects in the King County Jail. 
�x One involved a mercy shooting of an animal. 

  

a. FIT Response Process23 
 
A typical FIT response is initiated when FIT receives a screening call from an on-scene sergeant 
or other supervisor.  FIT directs the supervisor to sequester the involved officers and have them 
escorted individually, by an uninvolved officer to the FIT office.  The OPA Director, the Crime 
Scene Investigation Unit (CSI), Training Unit, and executive members of Command Staff are also 
notified to respond to the scene as appropriate.   
 
FIT detectives are responsible for gathering physical evidence, eyewitness and involved subject 
statements, and any video evidence, both at the scene and through later canvassing of the 
neighborhood, news media and internet.  At the scene, the lead FIT investigator consults with 
CSI, Training, and OPA regarding the evidence gathered; if there is any indication of criminal 
conduct by the officer, the investigation is bifurcated such that the administrative review of the 
incident is screened from the criminal investigation.  No case investigated during either 2015 or 
2016 involved a criminal allegation.   
 
Involved and eyewitness officers are interviewed, separately, at the FIT offices, for purposes of 
capturing as close to the event as possible their perceptions and recollections of the incident.  
Recognizing that video is only one piece of evidence, can be misleading, and is often incomplete, 
FIT has moved towards not permitting officers to watch video prior to giving their statements, so 
as to capture as cleanly as possible what the officer perceived leading up to and the moment the 
force was used.   

  

 
23 FIT policy and procedure is set forth in greater detail in SPD Manual Section 8.400.   
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Incident No. Precinct Event Summary 
a second round of Taser probes, after which the subject fell, 
sustaining a left temporal bone fracture.    
 

2019-397283 
 
Type III OIS 
(Non-Injury) 
 
1 Involved 
Officer 
 
Subject White 
Male, age 35 
 

West A plain-clothed officer observed a victim being assaulted outside 
a bar.  Another subject ran up with a gun and pointed it at the 
victim, who was on the ground.  The officer fired at the subject, 
but missed.   
 

2019-478870 
 
Type III  

West/K9 This incident involved a K9 deployment with injury to the subject 
warranting a Type III response.  The investigation of this incident 
remains open.  

 

 
 

3.   FORCE REVIEW UNIT/FORCE REVIEW BOARD 

The Force Review Board is a select group of Seattle Police Department personnel which meets 
regularly to make determinations as to (1) whether a use of force investigation is thorough and 
complete; (2) whether the force was consistent with SPD policy, training, and core principles; and 
(3) with the goal of continual improvement and ensuring  the Department remains abreast of 
evolving best practices, whether any recommendations are made or other issues need to be 
addressed with respect to policies, tactics, training, equipment, or otherwise.   

The FRB is composed of standing members selected by the Assistant Chief of the Professional 
Standards Bureau. Only standing members of the FRB may participate in the deliberations and 
vote during board sessions.  These standing members include one representative from the 
Training Section, three representatives from the Patrol Operations Bureau, one representative 
from the Audit, Policy & Research Section, and one representative from the Investigations 
Bureau.  The Captain of the Force Review Unit (or Assistant Chief of Professional Standards in the 
case of an officer involved shooting review) is the standing Chair and casts the final vote if the 
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�x 5% involved the reporting of Deploying an NFDD (not at a person) by SWAT (34)  
�x 0.3% involved the reporting of Hobble Only (2) 
�x 0.1% involved the reporting of Stop Sticks (1) 

 
ADDITIONAL LINKS 

 

The Department remains committed to providing the public with as much transparency and 
accessibility into its data as it can within the bounds of the privacy interests of the community 
we serve.  Additional information queries can be explored relating to stops and detentions, use 
of force, crisis responses, and crime statistics at  http://www.seattle.gov/police/information-and-
data.   

**** 
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